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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
fornn the basis for the rejections under this section nnade in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, nnore than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Brewer et al. ("Brewer'') (US Patent 5,255,324). 

Regarding Claim 1, Brewer discloses an audio distortion processing system 
comprising: a first processing unit (Fig. 1,15) adapted to be in communication with an 
audio source (13) wherein said first processing unit controls a plurality of parameters 
(Brewer discloses volume and bass parameters; Column 4, lines 12-16); a plurality of 
inputs in communication with said first processing unit (panel 11), said plurality of inputs 
respectively indicating values of said plurality of parameters (Col. 4, lines 7-9); a power 
amplifier (16 and 17) in electrical communication with said first processing unit for 
receiving an output signal of said first processing unit, said power amplifier selectively 
generating a clipping signal (signal to 18), said power amplifier adapted to be in 
communication with at least one speaker (20 through 23); a second processing unit in 
electrical communication with said power amplifier (10) and said first processing unit 
(15) for receiving said clipping signal from said power amplifier (signal from 18 to 10) 
and sending a control signal to said first processing unit (14); and an incremental 
reduction in a level of a first parameter of said plurality of parameters until one of either 
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said clipping signal recedes or a reduction limit of said first parameter is achieved (Fig. 
2, steps 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29) and incremental reduction in a level of a second 
parameter of said plurality of parameters if a reduction limit of said first parameter is 
achieved and said clipping signal persists (steps 25, 26, 30, 31, and 32). 

Regarding Claim 1, Brewer discloses an audio distortion processing system 
comprising: a first processing unit (Fig. 1,15) adapted to be in communication with an 
audio source (13) wherein said first processing unit controls a plurality of parameters 
(Brewer discloses volume and bass parameters; Column 4, lines 12-16); a plurality of 
inputs in communication with said first processing unit (panel 11), said plurality of inputs 
respectively indicating values of said plurality of parameters (Col. 4, lines 7-9); a power 
amplifier (16 and 17) in electrical communication with said first processing unit for 
receiving an output signal of said first processing unit, said power amplifier selectively 
generating a clipping signal (signal to 18), said power amplifier adapted to be in 
communication with at least one speaker (20 through 23); a second processing unit in 
electrical communication with said power amplifier (10) and said first processing unit 
(15) for receiving said clipping signal from said power amplifier (signal from 18 to 10) 
and sending a control signal to said first processing unit (14); and an incremental 
recovery of an original level of a second parameter if said clipping signal is not detected 
(Fig. 2, steps 33, 34, 35, and 36) and an incremental recovery of an original level of said 
first parameter ensues if said original level of a second parameter is recovered and said 
clipping signal is not detected (steps 37, 38, 39, and 40). 
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Regarding Claim 2, Brewer further discloses that the reference level (i.e. 
reduction limit) is a function of a first input (i.e. function of an operator input) (Column 4, 
lines 52-53). 

Regarding Claim 4, Brewer further discloses said reduction limit of said second 
parameter is a function of said reduction limit of said first parameter (Figure 2, step 26 
discloses second parameter is not reduced until first parameter, steps 27 and 28, are 
reduced to predetermined limit, i.e. second parameter is a function of predetermined 
limit of first parameter). 

Regarding claim 5, Brewer further discloses a reduction limit of said second 
parameter (Volume) is equal to the difference between a maximum reduction limit of 
said second parameter (It is inherent that the maximum reduction limit of second 
parameter (Volume) is zero since a negative volume level is not possible) and said 
reduction limit of said first parameter (Brewer discloses in Figure 2, step 26 that the 
volume will not be reduced until the bass in steps 26-29 reach a predetermined limit (i.e. 
reduction limit of first parameter). It is at this point where the second parameter sill start 
to be reduced, therefore the limit.) 

Regarding Claim 6, Brewer further discloses first parameter is a bass (Fig. 2, 
step 28) and a corresponding first input of the plurality of inputs is a operator selectable 
bass boost (Col. 4, lines 7-12) 
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Regarding Claim 7, Brewer further discloses the second parameter is volume 
(Fig. 2, step 31 ) and a corresponding second input of the plurality of inputs is operator 
selectable volume level (Col. 4, lines 7-12). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subje*ct matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3 and 8-13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brewer in view of Wassink (US Patent 5,633,940). 

Regarding Claim 3, Brewer discloses a system as stated apropos of claim 1 
above but does not disclose the reduction limit of said first parameter is equal to one 
half of said original level of said first parameter. Wassink also discloses detection of a 
clipping signal by a controller (5) and control panel 6 which also provides user control of 
bass and volume (Col. 3, lines 35-40) and that first the bass setting can be reduced 
then the volume setting (Col. 5, lines 50-53). Wassink further discloses the selection 
criterion for the on whether the next adjustment is to be a volume setting or a bass 
setting depends on levels set by the user (Col. 5, lines 44-50). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made for the reduction limit to equal half of 
an operator selectable first parameter level as a matter of design choice. 
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Regarding Claim 8 Brewer discloses a method for controlling distortion in an 
audio system (Figure 1 ) having first (bass) and second (volume) parameters (Brewer 
discloses volume and bass parameters) (Column 4, lines 9-12) wherein each of said 
parameters is a function of an operator input (Brewer discloses switches controlling 
volume and bass through microcontroller 10) (Column 4, liners 7-12), said method 
comprising the steps of: determining a reduction limit of said first parameter (Brewer 
discloses a predetermined reference level, i.e. reduction limit, in step 26) (Column 4, 
lines 52-53), determining a reduction limit of said second parameter (Brewer discloses 
reduction of wideband gain, i.e. volume, is stopped when clipping distortion falls below 
the predetermined threshold (i.e. reduction limit of second parameter) (Column 5, lines 
22-32); detecting a clipping signal in said audio system (Brewer discloses clip signal 
from amp 16 to interface 18); incrementally reducing a level of said first parameter until 
one of either said clipping signal recedes or said reduction limit of said first parameter is 
achieved (Brewer discloses Figure 2, steps 25-29, which discloses reducing level of the 
bass signal until no clipping (step 25) is present or reference is reached in step 26); 
incrementally reducing a level of said second parameter if said reduction limit of said 
first parameter is achieved and said clipping signal persists (Brewer discloses Figure 2 
steps 30-32 where volume is reduced when bass is over reference value in step 26). 
Brewer discloses incrementally recovering the bass and volume parameters in steps 33 
through 41 but does not disclose recovering first parameter (bass) if said original level 
of second parameter (volume) is fully recovered and said clipping signal is not detected. 
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Wassink also discloses detection of a clipping signal by a controller (5) and 
control panel 6 which also provides user control of bass and volume (Col. 3, lines 35- 
40) and that first the bass setting can be reduced then the volume setting (Col. 5, lines 
50-53). Wassink further discloses once clipping is not detected volume and bass 
settings can be increased in a reverse order to the order in which the setting have been 
reduced (Paragraph bridging columns 5 and 6). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recover 
parameters in reverse order as disclosed by Wassink in order to provide a maximum 
audio output. 

Regarding Claim 9, Brewer further discloses said first parameter is a bass 
parameter and said second parameter is a volume parameter (Figure 2, Steps 28 and 
31). 

Regarding Claim 10, Brewer further discloses that the reference level (i.e. 
reduction limit) is predetermined (i.e. function of an operator input) (Column 4, lines 52- 
53). 

Regarding Claim 1 1 , Wassink further discloses the selection criterion for the on 
whether the next adjustment is to be a volume setting or a bass setting depends on 
levels set by the user (Col. 5, lines 44-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made for the reduction limit to equal half of an operator 
selectable first parameter level as a matter of design choice. 

Regarding Claim 12, Brewer further discloses said reduction limit of said second 
parameter is a function of said reduction limit of said first parameter (Figure 2, step 26 
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discloses second parameter is not reduced until first parameter, steps 27 and 28, are 
reduced to predetermined limit, i.e. second parameter is a function of predetermined 
limit of first parameter). 

Regarding claim 13, Brewer further discloses said reduction limit of said second 
parameter (Volume) is equal to the difference between a maximum reduction limit of 
said second parameter (It is inherent that the maximum reduction limit of second 
parameter (Volume) is zero since a negative volume level is not possible) and said 
reduction limit of said first parameter (Brewer discloses in Figure 2, step 26 that the 
volume will not be reduced until the bass in steps 26-29 reach a predetermined limit (i.e. 
reduction limit of first parameter). It is at this point where the second parameter sill start 
to be reduced, therefore the limit.) 



Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin Michalski whose telephone number is (703)305- 
5598. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 Hours, 5 day/week. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bill Isen can be reached on (703)305-4386. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-dlrect.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JIM 




PRIMARY EXAMINER 



